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DETAILED ACTION 

This action is responsive to communications: Amendment, filed on 1 1/26/07. 
Claims 21-44 are pending in this application. Claims 21, 29, and 35 are independent 
claims. In the Amendment, filed on 1 1/26/07, claims 41-44 were added. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 



35 U.S.C. § 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 



As set forth in MPEP 2106 (II) (A): 

The claimed invention as a whole must accomplish a practical application. That is, it must produce a "useful, 
concrete and tangible result." State Street, 149 F.3d at 1373, 47 USPQ2d at 1601-02. The purpose of this 
requirement is to limit patent protection to inventions that possess a certain level of "real world" value, as opposed 
to subject matter that represents nothing more than an idea or concept, or is simply a starting point for future 
investigation or research (Brenner v. Manson, 383 U.S. 519, 528-36, 148 USPQ 689, 693-96); In re Ziegler, 992, 
F.2d 1197, 1200-03, 26 USPQ2d 1600, 1603-06 (Fed. Cir. 1993)). Accordingly, a complete disclosure should 
contain some indication of the practical application for the claimed invention, i.e., why the applicant believes the 
claimed invention is useful. 

Apart from the utility requirement of 35 U.S.C. 101, usefulness under the patent eligibility standard requires 
significant functionality to be present to satisfy the useful result aspect of the practical application requirement. See 
Arrhythmia, 958 F.2d at 1057, 22 USPQ2d at 1036. Merely claiming nonfunctional descriptive material stored in a 
computer-readable medium does not make the invention eligible for patenting. For example, a claim directed to a 
word processing file stored on a disk may satisfy the utility requirement of 35 U.S.C. 101 since the information 
stored may have some "real world" value. However, the mere fact that the claim may satisfy the utility requirement 
of 35 U.S.C. 101 does not mean that a useful result is achieved under the practical application requirement. The 
claimed invention as a whole must produce a "useful, concrete and tangible" result to have a practical application 

As set forth in MPEP 2106 (IV) (B) (1): 

Claims to computer-related inventions that are clearly nonstatutory fall into the same general categories as 
nonstatutory claims in other arts, namely natural phenomena such as magnetism, and abstract ideas or laws of nature 
which constitute "descriptive material." Abstract ideas, Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1360, 3 1 USPQ2d at 1759, or the 
mere manipulation of abstract ideas, Schrader, 22 F.3d at 292-93, 30 USPQ2d at 1457-58, are not patentable. 
Descriptive material can be characterized as either "functional descriptive material" or "nonfunctional descriptive 
material." In this context, "functional descriptive material" consists of data structures and computer programs which 
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impart functionality when employed as a computer component. (The definition of "data structure" is "a physical or 
logical relationship among data elements, designed to support specific data manipulation functions." The New IEEE 
Standard Dictionary of Electrical and Electronics Terms 308 (5th ed. 1993).) "Nonfunctional descriptive material" 
includes but is not limited to music, literary works and a compilation or mere arrangement of data. Both types of 
"descriptive material" are nonstatutory when claimed as descriptive material per se. Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1360, 
31 USPQ2d at 1759. When functional descriptive material is recorded on some computer-readable medium it 
becomes structurally and functionally interrelated to the medium and will be statutory in most cases since use of 
technology permits the function of the descriptive material to be realized. Compare In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 
1583-84, 32 USPQ2d 1031, 1035 (Fed. Cir. 1994) (claim to data structure stored on a computer readable medium 
that increases computer efficiency held statutory) and Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1360-61, 3 1 USPQ2d at 1759 (claim 
to computer having a specific data structure stored in memory held statutory product-by -process claim) with 
Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1361, 31 USPQ2d at 1760 (claim to a data structure per se held nonstatutory). 

As set forth in MPEP 2106 (IV)(B)(l)(a): 

Similarly, computer programs claimed as computer listings per se, i.e., the descriptions or expressions of the 
programs, are not physical things." They are neither computer components nor statutory processes, as they are not acts" 
being performed. Such claimed computer programs do not define any structural and functional interrelationships between the 
computer program and other claimed elements of a computer which permit the computer programs functionality to be 
realized. In contrast, a claimed computer-readable medium encoded with a computer program is a computer element which 
defines structural and functional interrelationships between the computer program and the rest of the computer which permit 
the computer programs functionality to be realized, and is thus statutory. Accordingly, it is important to distinguish claims 
that define descriptive material per se from claims that define statutory inventions. 

Products may be either machines, manufactures, or compositions of matter. 

A machine is "a concrete thing, consisting of parts or of certain devices and combinations of 

devices. "Burr v. Duryee. 68 U.S. (1 Wall.) 531, 570 (1863). 

If a claim defines a useful machine or manufacture by identifying the physical structure of the machine or 
manufacture in terms of its hardware or hardware and software combination, it defines a statutory 
product. See, e.g., Lowry, 32 F.3d at 1583, 32 USPQ2d at 1034-35; Warmerdam, 33 F.3d at 1361- 
62, 31 USPQ2dat 1760. 

Office personnel must treat each claim as a whole. The mere fact that a hardware element is recited in a 
claim does not necessarily limit the claim to a specific machine or manufacture. Cf. In re Iwahashi, 888 
F.2d 1370, 1374-75, 12 USPQ2d 1908, 191 7-12 (Fed. Cir. 1989), cited with approval mAlappat, 33 
F.3d at 1544 n.24, 31 USPQ2d at 1558 n_24. 

The claims 29-34 claimed an invention that is directed to non-statutory subject matter. Claim 
29 claims an apparatus that is computer programs that is physical "things." They are neither 
computer components nor statutory processes, as they are not "acts" being performed. Such 
claimed computer programs do not define any structural and functional interrelationships 
between the computer program and other claimed elements of a computer which permit the 
computer program's functionality to be realized. Furthermore, since the apparatus for tailoring 
information in software it can be interpreted as merely software. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S. C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 21, 24, 26, 28-30, 33, and 34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kadowaki US Patent 6,313,921 and Forecast Pro. 

A per claim 21, Kadowaki teaches a method for tailoring information to characteristics of 
an information user, comprising: 

passing a request object containing at least one profile element to an arbiter; (see 
Kadowaki; column 18, lines 38-61; The examiner interprets the printer controller as an arbiter 
because it directs personalization information to a personalization server); 

actively selecting a personalization engine from a plurality of personalization engines by 
the arbiter (see Kadowaki, column 15, lines 41-45; the printer controller, which is a part of the a 
personalizing server, correlates the user ID information with the personalizing information from 
a plurality of the personalizing information); 

accessing a content database to retrieve a personalized content object identified by the 
personalization engine selected by the arbiter; (see Kadowaki, column 18, lines 63-67 and 
column 19, lines 1; it is inherent that the personalization server must store and manage the 



Application/Control Number: 09/810,992 
Art Unit: 2174 



Page 5 



personalized information in a database if it is to extract said information for a particular user) and 

passing with the arbiter the personalized content object to an application program, (see 
Kadowaki, column 19, lines 1-3; The personal server and the controller, which are application 
programs, passes the user personalization information to each other) 

wherein the arbiter comprises an expert system that is one of rule based, model based, 
and knowledge based, (see Kadowaki, column 18, lines 39-46; the examiner interprets acquiring 
the network address of a personalization server as a part of user ID information as performing 
rule-base analysis) 

Kadowaki does not teach actively selecting, by analysis of the at least one profile 
element, a personalization engine from a plurality of personalization engines by the arbiter, the 
arbiter refining and altering a selection based on a number and type of the profile element. 

Forecast pro teaches actively selecting, by analysis of the at least one profile element, a 
personalization engine from a plurality of personalization engines by the arbiter (see item 1 : 
"The built-in expert selection system analyzes your data, selects the appropriate forecasting 
technique, builds the model and calculates the forecasts..."), 

the arbiter refining and altering a selection based on a number and type of the profile 
element (see item 2: "Simple Methods - For very short and extremely volatile data, Forecast Pro 
includes moving average models"; see item 3: "Low Volume Models Croston's Intermittent 
Demand model and discrete data models are provided to accommodate low volume and "sparse" 
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data..."; the Examiner interprets "very short" and "low volume" data as a number of the profile 
element, and "extremely volatile data" and "sparse" as a type of the profile element). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the method of Forecast Pro with the method of Kadowaki in order to provide more 
relevant results to a user. 

As per claim 24, Kadowaki and Forecast Pro teach the method of claim 21 . Kadowaki 
further teaches the method comprising sending the request object over a communication 
network, (see Kadowaki, column 2, lines 25-30; The requested image object is sent from the 
server to the client through the communication network) 

As per claim 26, Kadowaki and Forecast Pro teach the method of claim 21 . Kadowaki 
further teaches the method comprising: 

accessing a profile database that stores profile elements associated with the request 
object; (see Kadowaki, column 19, lines 51-67; It is inherent that the personalization 
information is stored in a database) 

retrieving from the profile database at least one profile element associated with the 
request object; (see Kadowaki, column 18, lines 63-column 19, lines 11; The server and the 
controller passed and retrieved user profile based on user id ) and 
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and; 

including in the request object the at least one profile element retrieved from the profile 
database, (see Kadowaki, column 18, lines 38 — 67 and column 19, lines 1 - 1 1; it is inherent that 
the user ID sent in the request object its part of the user profile retrieved by the personalization 
server). 

As per claim 28, Kadowaki and Forecast Pro teach the method of claim 21 . Kadowaki 
further teaches the method comprising the arbiter analyzing at least one of a date of the request 
object, a user identity, a user shopping history, and a user usage path, (see Kadowaki, column 18, 
lines 39 - 46; User id is a user identity) 

As per claim 29, Kadowaki teaches apparatus for tailoring information to characteristics 
of an information user, the apparatus comprising: 

an arbiter for accepting and analyzing a request object; (see Kadowaki, column 18, lines 
38 - 61; the examiner interprets the printer controller as an arbiter because it directs 
personalization information to a personalization server) 

a plurality of personalization engines for selecting at least one personalized content object 
from a content database; (see Kadowaki, column 15, lines 41-45; the printer controller, which is 
a part of the a personalizing server, correlates the user ID information with the personalizing 
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information from a plurality of the personalizing information) 

the arbiter selecting a personalization engine from the plurality of personalization 
engines, (see Kadowaki, column 18, lines 38 - 44; The server and the controller select user 
profile from a plurality of the profiles )and the selected personalization engine selects the at least 
one personalization content object from the content database; (see Kadowaki, column 18, lines 
62 - 67, and column 19, lines 1-11; The server and the controller passed and retrieved user 
profile based on user id). 

the arbiter passing the personalized content object to an application program, (see 
Kadowaki, column 19, lines 1-3; The personal server and the controller, which are application 
programs, passes the user personalization information to each other) 

wherein the arbiter comprises an expert system that is one of rule based, model based, 
and knowledge based, (see Kadowaki, column 18, lines 39-46; the examiner interprets acquiring 
the network address of a personalization server as a part of user ID information as performing 
rule-base analysis) 

Kadowaki does not teach the arbiter refining and altering a selection based on a number 
and type of at least one profile element wherein the arbiter selects a personalization engine from 
the plurality of personalization engines by analysis of the at least one profile element. 

Forecast pro teaches the arbiter refining and altering a selection based on a number and 
type of at least one profile element contained in the request object wherein the arbiter selects a 
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personalization engine from the plurality of personalization engines by analysis of the at least 
one profile element ("The built-in expert selection system analyzes your data, selects the 
appropriate forecasting technique, builds the model and calculates the forecasts"; "Simple 
Methods - For very short and extremely volatile data, Forecast Pro includes moving average 
models"; "Low Volume Models - Croston's Intermittent Demand model and discrete data models 
are provided to accommodate low volume and 'sparse' data... "; the Examiner interprets the 
"expert system" as an arbiter, user data as at least one profile element, "very short" and "low 
volume" data as a number of the profile element, and "extremely volatile data" and "sparse" as a 
type of the profile element). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the method of Forecast Pro with the method of Kadowaki in order to provide more 
relevant results to a user. 



As per claim 30, Kadowaki and Forecast Pro teach the apparatus of claim 29. Kadowaki 
further teaches the apparatus comprising output logic for passing the at least one personalization 
content object to an application program over a communication network, (see Kadowaki column 
2, lines 25 - 30 and column 19, lines 1 - 3; it is inherent that the printer controller is an 
application program) 

As per claim 33, Kadowaki and Forecast Pro teach the apparatus of claim 29. Kadowaki 
further teaches wherein the arbiter is configured to receive a request object from a user (see 
Kadowaki, column 3, lines 5-6: Server and the controller receives user's request for image 
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object) and a profile element from a profile database, (see Kadowaki, column 19, lines 1-3; 
User profiles is selected from a plurality of profiles). 

As per claim 34, which is dependent on claim 29, it is rejected under the same scope as 
claim 28. Supra. 

Claims 22, 31, 32 and 35-44 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Kadowaki US Patent 6,313,921, Forecast Pro, in view of Jacobi US Patent 6,064,980. 

As per claim 22, Kadowaki and Forecast Pro teach the method of claim 21 . Kadowaki 
and Forecast Pro fail to teach the method comprising using the arbiter for on-line shopping. 

Jacobi teaches using the arbiter for on-line shopping, (see Jacobi column 3, lines 15-35 
and column 7, lines 50-56; allowing user to order book over the internet from an online catalog) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the method of Jacobi with the method of Kadowaki and Forecast Pro in order to 
provide online shipping recommendations to the user. 

As per claim 31, Kadowaki, Forecast Pro and Jacobi teach the apparatus of claim 30. 
Jacobi further teaches wherein the communication network is the Internet (see Jacobi; '980, 
column 2, lines 55-65; ordering item through an online catalog, wherein the communication 
network is inherently a internet.) 
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As per claim 32, Kadowaki, Forecast Pro and Jacobi teach the apparatus of claim 30. 
Jacobi further teaches wherein the application program is a web browser, (see Jacobi, column 4, 
lines 25-35; HTML-compliant browser program is a web browser) 

As per claim 35, Kadowaki teaches a method for tailoring information delivered to a user, 
comprising: 

wherein the arbiter comprises an expert system that is one of rule based, model based, 
and knowledge based, (see Kadowaki, column 18, lines 39-46; the examiner interprets acquiring 
the network address of a personalization server as a part of user ID information as performing 
rule-base analysis) 

However, Kadowaki fails to teach 

selecting with an arbiter a personalization engine by analysis of at least one profile 
element; 

selecting with the personalization engine a personalized content object to tailor 
information provided to the user; and 

Forecast Pro teaches 

selecting with an arbiter a personalization engine by analysis of at least one profile 
element; selecting with the personalization engine a personalized content object to tailor 
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information provided to the user; (see item 1 : "The built-in expert selection system analyzes your 
data, selects the appropriate forecasting technique, builds the model and calculates the forecasts"; 
the Examiner interprets the "expert system" as an arbiter, user data as at least one profile 
element) and 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the method of Forecast Pro with the method of Kadowaki in order to provide more 
relevant results to a user. 

However, both Kadowaki and Forecast Pro fail to teach using the arbiter for on-line 
shopping. 

Jacobi teaches using the arbiter for on-line shopping, (see Jacobi column 3, lines 15-35 
and column 7, lines 50-56; allowing user to order book over the internet from an online catalog) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the method of Jacobi with the method of Kadowaki and Forecast Pro in order to 
provide online shipping recommendations to the user. 

As per claim 36, Kadowaki, Forecast Pro and Jacobi teach the method of claim 35. 
Forecast Pro further teaches method comprising the arbiter receiving a request object from a 
user, and sending the selected personalized content object to the user's application program, (see 
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item 1 : "The built-in expert selection system analyzes your data, selects the appropriate 
forecasting technique, builds the model and calculates the forecasts"; and item 4: "A few more 
clicks and you've ... output your forecasts to a spreadsheet, ASCII file or ODBC compliant 
database") 

As per claim 37, Kadowaki, Forecast Pro and Jacobi teach the method of claim 36. 
wherein the application program is a web browser, (see Jacobi, column 4, lines 25-35; HTML- 
compliant browser program is a web browser) 

As per claim 38, Kadowaki, Forecast Pro and Jacobi teach the method of claim 35. 
Kadowaki further teaches method comprising the arbiter receiving a profile element (see 
Kadowaki, column 3, lines 5-6; Server and the controller receives user's request for image 
object) from a profile database, (see Kadowaki, column 19, lines 1-3 User profiles is selected 
from a plurality of profiles) 

As per claim 39, Kadowaki, Forecast Pro and Jacobi teach the method of claim 35. 
Kadowaki further teaches the method comprising sending the request object over a 
communication network, (see Kadowaki, column 2, lines 25-30) 

As per claim 40, Kadowaki, Forecast Pro and Jacobi teach the method of claim 39. 
Jacobi teaches wherein the communication network is the Internet, (see Jacobi; '980, column 2, 
lines 55-65; ordering item through an online catalog, wherein the communication network is 
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inherently a internet.) 

As per claim 41, Kadowaki and Forecast Pro teaches method of claim 21, but they fail to 
teach the using the arbiter for online shopping, where the application program is a web browser, 
wherein the request object is a HTTP message and contains data regarding characteristics of 
user. 

Jacobi teaches using the arbiter for online shopping, where the application program is a 
web browser, wherein the request object is a HTTP message and contains data regarding 
characteristics of user, (see Jacobi column 3, lines 15-35 and column 7, lines 50-56; allowing 
user to order book over the internet from an online catalog; see Jacobi, column 4, lines 25-35; 
HTML-compliant browser program is a web browse) 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the method of Jacobi with the method of Kadowaki and Forecast Pro in order to 
provide online shipping recommendations to the user. 

As per claim 42, Kadowaki, Forecast Pro, and Jacobi teach the method of 
claim 41, Kadowaki further teaches the request object is sent from the 
application to a server . (see Kurtzman, column 3, lines 32 - 37, and column 3, lines 60 - 
67; it is taught that the user communicates to the web server via a web browser, and it is inherent 
that when the personalized content is delivered to the user it is viewed via said web browser). 

As per claims 43 and 44, they are rejected under the same rationale as claims 41 and 42. 

Supra. 
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Claim 27 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kadowaki US 
Patent 6,313,921, Forecast Pro, further in view of Jacobi et al, U.S. Patent No. 6,064,980 and 
Tetzlaff, U.S. Patent No. 6,556,963. 

As per claim 27, Kadowaki and Forecast Pro teach the method of claim 21 . They fail to 
teach wherein the plurality of personalization engines comprises at least two personalization 
engines selected from the group consisting of a rule-based personalization engine, a predictive- 
modeling personalization engine, and a collaborative filtering personalization engine. 

Jacobi et al. teaches a collaborative filtering engine (see Jacobi et al, column 2, lines 18 - 
21; the examiner interprets the recommendation service as a personalization engine because it 
uses collaborative filtering using particular user information to recommend items to users). 

Tetzlaff teaches a rule-based personalization engine (see Tetzlaff, column 2, lines 22 - 
27; the examiner interprets the feedback generator as a personalization engine because it uses 
rule-based protocol to give feedback to a user depending on a particular user model). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the personalization engines as taught by Jacobi et al. and Tetzlaff with the method 
of Kadowaki and Forecast Pro in order to provide more flexible means of personalization. 

Claims 23 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Kadowaki US Patent 6,313,921, Forecast Pro, further in view of Kurtzman, U.S, Patent No. 
6,044,376. 
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As per claim 23, Kadowaki and Forecast Pro teach the method of claim 21 . However, 
they fail to teach wherein the application program is a web browser. 

Kurtzman teaches the method wherein the application program is a web browser, (see 
Kurtzman, column 3, lines 32 - 37, and column 3, lines 60 - 67; it is taught that the user 
communicates to the web server via a web browser, and it is inherent that when the personalized 
content is delivered to the user it is viewed via said web browser). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to incorporate the method taught by Kurtzman with the method taught by Kadowaki and Forecast 
Pro to provide a more sophisticated profiling technique for use in a web browser. 

As per claim 25, Kadowaki and Forecast Pro teach the method of claim 24. They fail to 
teach wherein the communication network is the Internet. 

Kurtzman teaches the method wherein the communication network is the internet, (see 
Kurtzman, column 3, lines 32-37, and (see Kurtzman,, column 3, lines 32 - 37, and column 3, 
fines 60 - 67). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate the method taught by Kurtzman with the method taught by Kadowaki 
and Forecast Pro to provide access to remote users of the system. 

Response to Argument 

Applicant's arguments filed on 1 1/26/07 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

A) Forecast Pro fails to teach the arbiter select a personalization engine by analyzing at 
least one profile element. 
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B) Forecast Pro fails to teach receiving a request object from a user, and sending the 
selected personalized content object to the user's application program. 

C) Forecast Pro fails to teach receiving a profile element from a profile database. 

E) Kadowaki fails to teach passing a request object containing at least one profile element 
to an arbiter and an arbiter that selects a personalization engine from the plurality of 
personalization engines by analyzing at least one profile element. 

E) Kadowaki fails to teach accessing a content database to retrieve a personalized content 

object. 

F) Kadowaki fails to teach an arbiter for accepting and analyzing a request object. 

G) Kadowaki fails to teach sending request object over a communication network. 

H) Kadowaki fails to teach analyzing at least one of a data of the request object, a user 
identity, a user shopping history, and a user path. 

Examiner disagrees: 

A) Forecast Pro teaches the arbiter select a personalization engine by analyzing at least 
one profile element. During patent examination, the pending claims must be "given >their< 
broadest reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification." > In re Hyatt, 211 F.3d 
1367, 1372, 54 USPQ2d 1664, 1667 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Although the claims are interpreted in 
light of the specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In 
re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution, and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be 
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interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 541, 
550-51 (CCPA 1969). 

In this case, Forecast Pro teaches each item recited in the claim. Forecast Pro teaches 
analyzing one profile element because Forecast Pro teaches analyzing user's individual history 
and user's characteristic, which is a profile element as indicated in the specification, (see page 5, 
lines 5-15 of the specification) Here, the target users of the Forecast Pro application are 
corporations. (Forecast Pro Section: Make Convincing Presentation, Which edition is right for 
you) By analyzing the business data of each individual corporation, Forecast Pro is analyzing 
each user's individual data. 

Forecast Pro teaches personalizing engine. In applicant's specification, the engine takes 
user's individual data to generate new content and predict user behavior, (see Specification, page 
6, lines 20-page 7, lines 5, page 7, lines 20-25) Here Forecast Pro uses different forecasting 
models to analyze individual user's business data, (see Forecast Pro, all edition of Forecast Pro 
Include) create graphs, spreadsheet, and forecast reports based on the data, (see Forecast Pro 
Section: Make Convincing Presentations) Therefore, Forecast Pro's forecasting models is 
analogous to applicant's personalizing engine. 

Final Forecast Pro teaches an arbiter. In applicant's specification, the arbiter examines 
the profile element and selects the personalized engine. Here Forecast Pro's Expert selection 
system uses each business' owns data to select the appropriate forecasting model and calculate 
the forecasts. (Forecast Pro Section: Forecast Pro Product Description, item 1) Therefore, 
Forecast Pro's expert system is analogous to applicant's arbiter. 
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B) Forecast Pro teaches receiving a request object from a user, and sending the selected 
personalized content object to the user's application program. Forecast Pro teaches receiving 
user input, (Forecast Pro: Make Convincing Presentation: mouse clicks) and outputting forecasts 
and historic data based on user's individual data (Forecast Pro Section: Make Convincing 
Presentation and Work with Your Existing Data) 

C) Forecast Pro teaches receiving a profile element from a profile database. Forecast Pro 
receives individual business' data from its corporate database and it can import export these data 
from virtually any source. (Forecast Pro Section: Work with Your Existing Data) 

D) Kadowaki teaches passing a request object containing at least one profile element to 
an arbiter. 

During patent examination, the pending claims must be "given >their< broadest 
reasonable interpretation consistent with the specification." > In re Hyatt, 211 F.3d 1367, 1372, 
54 USPQ2d 1664, 1667 (Fed. Cir. 2000). Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van 
Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Applicant always has the opportunity to amend the claims during prosecution, and broad 
interpretation by the examiner reduces the possibility that the claim, once issued, will be 
interpreted more broadly than is justified. In re Prater, 415 F.2d 1393, 1404-05, 162 USPQ 541, 
550-51 (CCPA 1969). 

In this case, Kadowaki teaches this limitation. In applicant's specification, the profile 
element includes user's name and network ID. In Kadowaki's system, upon user's request for a 
job execution, the user ID and password is passed to a personalizing server, (see Kadowaki, 
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column 18, lines 38-61) Since, Kadowaki teaches passing of the user ID and password, 
Kadowaki teaches passing of at least one profile elements. 

E) Kadowaki teaches accessing a content database to retrieve a personalized content 
object because Kadowaki's personal server has a database, which upon user's request would 
extract personalizing information of a particular user, (see Kadowaki, column 18, lines 60- 
column 19, lines 11) 

F) Kadowaki teaches an arbiter for accepting and analyzing a request object. Kadowaki's 
personalizing server accepts a request object by authoring the user's id. (column 18, lines 60-70) 
The server also analyzes the request object by rewriting and updating personalized user data in 
its database, (column 19, lines 10-25) 

G) Kadowaki teaches passing the personalized content object over a communication 
network because Kadowaki passes user's network id from a server to another on a local network, 
(column 22, lines 39-61) 

H) Kadowaki teaches analyzing at least one of a data of the request object, a user identity, 
a user shopping history, and a user path, because Kadowaki rewrites and updates personalizing 
information based on user ID. (column 19, lines 10-25) 

Contact Information 
Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peng Ke whose telephone number is (571)272-4062. The 
examiner can normally be reached on M-Th and Alternate Fridays 8:30-5:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, David A. Wiley can be reached on (571) 272-3923. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Peng Ke 
/Peng Ke/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2174 



